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• DETAILED ACTION 

1 . . Claims 1-5 and 7-24 have been presented for examination. 

Drawings 

2. Figure 1 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- because only that which is 
old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 

1 . 1 2 1 (d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 
1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted 
by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejec tions - 35 USC S 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being incomplete for 
omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. See MPEP 
§ 2 1 72.0 1 .. The omitted steps are: a step to model a process control system. 

Claim 8 is indefinite "conventional interface methods" as it is unclear what interface 
methods Applicant is claiming. Furthermore, the specification of the instant application does not 
clearly define the metes and bounds of this limitation. 
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Claims 20-2 1 are indefinite as it is unclear what is meant by a "frame application" and 
the specification of the instant application does not clearly define the metes and bounds of this 
limitation. 

There are numerous instances of indefinite claim language due to a lack of antecedent 
basis. For example, claim 1 recites the limitation "the topography" in the second line. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Other instances of a lack of 
antecedent basis include but are not limited to: claim 1, "the current arrangement", "the state of 
the elements"; claim 2, "the position of the input windows", "the current operation"; claim 3, "the 
communication status"; claim 4, "the state of the associated user interface". As the claims are 
replete with 1 12 issues, Applicant is require to correct all errors. 

Claim Interpretation 

4. The clauses "to thereby be able to" of claims 1 and 14 and "is adapted to" of claims 15- 
21 add nothing to the patentability of said claims. Specifically, claims 15-24 are directed to a 
process control system that is adapted to perform various functions. Claim scope is not limited 
by claim language that suggests or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed, or 
by claim language that does not limit a claim to a particular structure (See MPEP 2111 .04). 

Claim Re fections - 35 U SC S 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 
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5. Claims 15-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by 
Meystel et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,102,958). 

As per claim 15, Meystel is directed to a system comprising a host PC for loading a 
process control system and at least one target apparatus connected to the host PC via a bus system 
(column 9, lines 35-47), whereby the system is adapted to display the control system which 
comprises elements of a user interface in a form of a tree structure, whereby the tree structure 
comprises nodes, each node providing at least one input window having a plurality of attributes 
for setting and/or monitoring the target apparatus assigned thereto, whereby a memory of the 
system is adapted to store an arrangement of the tree structure as a project, and a list of all 
windows opened during operation as well as their attributes as an operating session being 
automatically restored during reloading of the process control system. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (0 or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 1-5 and 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dynasim AB ("Dymola Dynamic Modeling Laboratory User's Manual") in view of Smith et 
al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0149628 Al). 

As per claim 1, Dynasim is directed to a method for automatic modeling a process 
control system (page 13, "Features of Dymola", 1 st paragraph), whereby elements of a user 
interface are arranged in a tree structure reflecting a topography of the elements in the process 
control system (page 15, 1 st Figure and accompanying text), whereby each element is assigned 
to at least one input window having a plurality of attributes for setting and/or monitoring a target 
apparatus controllable in the process control system (page 18, 1 st Figure and accompanying 
text, pages 24-25), whereby a current arrangement of the tree structure is stored as a project 
(page 23, "Introduction" and page 27, 1 st paragraph) whereby the input windows for setting 
and monitoring the target apparatus provided by the elements in the project tree serve for at least 
one of displaying values measure by the target apparatus, diagnosis of the target apparatus and 
parametrizing of the target apparatus (Dynasim, page 14 and 36-37) but fails to explicitly 
disclose a list of all windows opened during a current operation as well as their attributes are 
stored as an operating session, to thereby restore a state of the elements when loading the process 
control system again. 

Smith teaches a list of all windows opened during a current operation as well as their 
attributes are stored as an operating session, to thereby restore a state of the elements when 
loading the process control system again ([0190] and Table 6). It would have been obvious at 
the time of the invention to an ordinary person skilled in the art to combine the modeling of a 
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process control system method of Dynasim with the list of windows and attributes stored as an 
operating session in order to provide a variety of arrangements of a user interface to an operator 
(Smith, [0190|). 

As per claim 2, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1 , whereby a handling software is used to store the tree structure as well as the 
list of windows and their attributes, whereby the handling software further stores the position of 
the input windows during a current operation (Smith, [0190]). 

As per claim 3, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 2, whereby the handling software stores a communication status, indicating an 
online or offline status, respectively, for storing the state of the elements (Dynasim, pages 142- 
144). 

As per claim 4, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 2, whereby the handling software for storing a state of the elements stores the 
state of the associated user interface of the respective input windows (Smith, [0190]). 

As per claim 5, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1, whereby only distinct communication links to distinct nodes of the project 
are selected to be restored (Dynasim, page 159). 

As per claim 8, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1 , whereby a state of the input windows opened during operation of the 
process control system is queried and stored by conventional interface methods (Dynasim, page 
18, 1 st Figure and accompanying text). 

As per claim 9, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1 , whereby the project and the states of the elements of the project are stored 
in project files (Dynasim, pages 24-25). 
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As per claim 10, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim I, whereby session information is stored in the project or references to the 
project including session information are stored (Dynasim, pages 24-25, and 124). 

As per claim 11, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1, whereby upon opening the project it is verified whether session information 
is present, and if present, a last present view of the project with all opened dialogs is restored and 
all connections of a last session are restored (Dynasim, pages 124, 142-144). 

As per claim 12, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1, whereby a session manager manages a list of sessions and names of active 
sessions for each project and stores the latter in a non-volatile project directory (Dynasim, page 
124). 

As per claim 13, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 12, whereby the session manager offers a dialog during loading of the project, 
in which the names of all available sessions for the project are offered for selection (Dynasim, 
page 124). 

Claim 14 is directed to a method for automatic modeling a process control system 
comprising at least one target apparatus, composed of elements with the same limitations as the 
elements of claim 1 and therefore is rejected over the same prior art combination. 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dynasim AB 
("Dymola Dynamic Modeling Laboratory User's Manual") in view of Smith et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2002/0149628 Al) in further view of Kim et al. ("A Two-Stage 
Modeling and Simulation Process for Web-Based Modeling and Simulation"). 

As per claim 7, the combination of Dynasim and Smith already discloses the method 
according to claim 1 , but fails to explicitly disclose whereby a current state of the input windows 
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opened during operation of the process control system is transmitted to a handling software in an 
XML string. Kim teaches representing dynamic model information using XML (page 232 and 
Figure 1 and accompanying text). It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to an 
ordinary person skilled in the art to combine the process control modeling method of Dynasim 
and Smith with the XML handling software in order to represent both geometry and dynamic 
model information effectively. 

8. Claims 15-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Meystel et 
al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,102,958) in view of Dynasim AB ("Dymola Dynamic Modeling 
Laboratory User's Manual") in further view of Smith et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2002/0149628 Al). 

As per claim 15, Meystel is directed to a system comprising a host PC for loading a 
process control system and at least one target apparatus connected to the host PC via a bus system 
(column 9, lines 35-47) but fails to explicitly disclose whereby the system is adapted to display 
the process control system which comprises elements of a user interface in a form of a tree 
structure, whereby the tree structure comprises nodes, each node providing at least one input 
window having a plurality of attributes for setting and/or monitoring the target apparatus assigned 
thereto, whereby a memory of the system is adapted to store an arrangement of the tree structure 
as a project and whereby the input windows for setting and monitoring the target apparatus 
provided by the elements in the project serve for at least one of displaying values measured by the 
target apparatus, diagnosis of the target apparatus and parameterizing of the target apparatus. 

Dynasim teaches whereby the process control system is adapted to be display the process 
control system which comprises elements of a user interface in a form of a tree structure (page 
15, 1 st Figure and accompanying text), whereby the tree structure comprises nodes, each node 
providing at least one input window having a plurality of attributes for setting and/or monitoring 
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the target apparatus assigned thereto (page 18, 1 st Figure and accompanying text, pages 24-25), 

whereby a memory of the system is adapted to store an arrangement of the tree structure as a 
project (page 23, "Introduction" and page 27, 1 st paragraph) and whereby the input windows 
for setting and monitoring the target apparatus provided by the elements in the project serve for at 
least one of displaying values measured by the target apparatus, diagnosis of the target apparatus 
and parameterizing of the target apparatus (Dynasim, page 14 and 36-37). It would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention to an ordinary person skilled in the art to combine the process 
control system of Meystel with the user interface of Dynasim in order to allow customization of 
the user interface (Dynasim, page 23). 

Meystel and Dynasim fail to explicitly disclose and a list of all windows opened during 
operation as well as their attributes as an operating session being automatically restored during 
reloading of the process control system. Smith teaches a list of all windows opened during the 
same current operation as well as their attributes are stored as an operating session, to thereby be 
able to restore the state of the elements when loading the process control system again ([0190] 
and Table 6). It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to an ordinary person 
skilled in the art to combine a process control system of Meystel and Dynasim with the list of 
windows and attributes stored as an operating session in order to provide a variety of 
arrangements of a user interface to an operator (Smith, |0190]). 

As per claim 16, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 1 5, whereby the memory is adapted to store a position of the input 
windows (Smith, [0190]). 

As per claim 17, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 15, whereby the memory is adapted to store a communication status, 
indicating one of an online status and an offline status, respectively, of the input window 
(Dynasim, pages 142-144). 
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As per claim 18, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 15, whereby the memory is adapted to store a state of the user interface 
associated to respective input windows (Smith, [0190]). 

As per claim 19, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 1 5, whereby the memory is adapted to store several operating sessions 
for each project (Dynasim, page 124). 

As per claim 20, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 15, whereby the system is adapted to be implementable permanently in 
a frame application (page 13, "Features of Dymola"). 

As per claim 21, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 20, whereby the system is adapted to be implementable into the frame 
application as an add-in (page 13, "Features of Dymola"). 

As per claim 22, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 15, whereby the input windows are windows for visualizing 
measurement values obtained by the at least one target apparatus (Dynasim, pages 36-37). 

As per claim 23, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 15, whereby the input windows are windows for diagnosis messages 
(Dynasim, pages 36-37). 

As per claim 24, the combination of Meystel, Dynasim, and Smith already discloses the 
system according to claim 15, comprising a session manager (Dynasim, page 124). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 07/05/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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1 0. The objection to the Drawings is maintained. The Specification of the instant application 
provides no support in which the process control system of Figure 1 implements the present 
invention. The Specification merely reads "FIG. 1 is a schematic diagram of a process control 
system;" ([0023]) and "FIG. 1 shows a schematic diagram of a process control system 1, 
comprising a PC 2, connected to a control unit 4 via an interface 3. The control unit is connected 
via a bus system 5 to two target apparatuses 6 which in this case are sensors." ([0029]). 
Additionally, "a process control system" as illustrated by Figure 1 is admitted by Applicant as 
prior art in Background of the Invention of the Specification, in particular, paragraph [0005] 
which reads, "Such a system could e.g. comprise a host-PC having a serial interface, a 
communication device and at least one sensor connected thereto via a bus". As only that which is 
old is illustrated, the objection to the Drawings is maintained. 

1 1 . The 1 12, 2 nd paragraph rejection of claim 5 in regards to being indefinite on how the 
communication links are mapped to distinct nodes has been withdrawn. All other 1 12 rejections 
are maintained. 

Nowhere in claims 1 and 14 are there any steps recited, much less the necessary step of 
modeling a process control system. No steps are recited where modeling occurs. Furthermore, 
all recited limitations are preceded by optional language such as "whereby" or intended use 
language "input windows for setting and monitoring" and are not given patentable weight. 

In response to the Applicant's argument that since one skilled in the art would be familiar 
with particular interface methods such as the API of Microsoft Windows and the SUS of Austin 
group that the limitation "conventional interface methods" is rendered definite, "conventional 
interface methods" are neither disclosed in the Specification of the instant application, nor has 
Applicants defined what renders an interface method conventional or non-conventional. 

In response to Applicant's argument that because the Specification describes using 
software components as add-ins that "frame application" is definite, the Specification only 
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describes software components as add-ins and fails to disclose any "frame applications" in terms 
of what software components they are and that they can be used as add-ins. In fact, no where in 
the Specification is there support for the term "frame application". 

12. The 102 prior art rejection of claims 15-24 is maintained. In response to applicant's 
argument that Meystel does not disclose "whereby a memory of the system is adapted to store an 
arrangement of the tree structure as a project, and a list of all windows opened during operation as 
well as their attributes as an operating session being automatically restored during reloading of 
the process control system", a recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result 
in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. As claim 1 5 recites all limitations with 
intended use language "a host PC for loading a process control system" and "the system is 
adapted to display" and "a memory of the system is adapted to store" all limitations following 
intended use or optional language is not given patentable weight. As claim 1 5 is directed to a 
system claim, the limitations need to recite how the system components are structurally adapted 
to perform the limitations claimed in order to be given patentable weight. 

13. The Applicant's argument that Dynasim fails to disclose the limitation of "whereby the 
input windows for setting and monitoring the target apparatus provided by the elements in the 
project serve for at least one of displaying values measured by the target apparatus, diagnosis of 
the target apparatus and parameterizing of the target apparatus" is unpersuasive due to several 
reasons. First the limitation recited above is part of a "whereby" clause. As stated in MPEP 
2111 .04, that a "whereby clause in a method claim is not given weight when it simply expresses 
the intended result of a process step positively recited." (Minton v. Nat 'I Ass 'n of Securities 
Dealers, Inc., 336 F.3d 1373, 1381, 67 USPQ2d 1614, 1620 (Fed. Cir. 2003)). Thus all 
limitations in the aforementioned whereby clause is not given patentable weight. 
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Furthermore, even without the "whereby" language, the above limitation is still directed 
to intended use due to language such as "the input windows for setting and monitoring" and "the 

input windows serve for at least one of...". The limitation of measuring is still not given 

patentable weight without the "whereby" language. The Examiner notes that the majority of the 
claims are replete with "whereby" clauses and intended use limitations, none of which are given 
patentable weight. 

Additionally, in line with recent court decisions, a person skilled in the art uses known 
elements for their known purpose, and the claim limitations, "input windows for setting and 
monitoring" wherein "the input windows. . . .serve for displaying values. . ." are known elements 
used for their intended purpose, rendering the aforementioned limitations obvious. KSR; 
Leapfrog Enterprises, Inc. v. Fisher-Prince, Inc., 485 F.3d 1 157, 82 USPQ 1687 (Fed. Cir. 2007). 

Additionally, the fact that Dynasim discloses simulation does not exclude Dynasim 
teaching or anticipating measuring. The simulation of measuring, as disclosed on pages 36-37 of 
Dynasim still anticipates measuring parameters of a simulated target apparatus. 

Finally, Dynasim clearly teaches values which have been measured by a target apparatus 
on page 14, Architecture of Dymola, experimental data. As experimental data inherently 
discloses real-world data measured from a target apparatus, 103 rejection of claim 1 under 
Dynasim in view of Smith is maintained. Thus the 103 rejections of claims 1-5 and 7-24 are 
maintained. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

9. The prior art made of record is not relied upon because it is cumulative to the applied 
rejection. These references include: 

. 1. U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0254949 Al published by Amirthalingam on 
12/16/04. 

2. U.S. Patent No. 6,993,723 Bl issued to Danielsen et al. on 01/3 1/06. 

3. U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0199123 Al published by Mclntyre et al. on 
12/26/02. 

4. U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/01 17766 Al published by Mehta et al. on 
06/17/04. 

10. All Claims are rejected. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Suzanne Lo whose telephone number is (571)272-5876. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kamini Shah can be reached on (571)272-2297. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contacfthe Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Suzanne Lo 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2 128 




